








Matter of S-M-

trade publication or other major media. The Petitioner states that while is not a major trade
journal, it is “well circulated™ among Visual Ophthalmologists,” and constitutes “major
print/electronic media.” The Petitioner does not provide corroborating evidence ot its readership or
other evidence demonstrating that this journal constitutes either a professional journal or major
media. Accordingly, the Petitioner has not established that she meets this regulatory criterion.

Evidence of the alien’s participation, either individually or on a panel. as a judge of the work
of others in the same or an allied field of specification for which classification is sought.
8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(iv).

The Petitioner offers evidence that she sits on the editorial board for the journal Matrers. We
conclude therefore that the Petitioner meets the requirements of this criterion.

Evidence of the alien’s original scientific, scholarly. artistic, athletic. or business-related
contributions of major significance in the field. 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)3)(v).

This regulatory criterion contains multiple evidentiary elements that the Petitioner must satisty. The
first is evidence of the Petitioner’s contributions in her tield. These contributions must have already
been realized rather than being potential. future contributions. She must also demonstrate that her
contributions are original. The documentation must establish that the contributions are scientific,
scholarly, artistic, athletic. or business-related in nature. The final requirement is that the
contributions must rise to the level of major significance in the field as a whole. rather than to a
project or to an organization. The phrase “major significance™ is not supertluous. See¢ Silvernman v.
Eastrich Multiple Investor Fund, L.P.. 51 F. 3d 28, 31 (3d Cir. 1995). quoted in APWU v. Poiter.
343 F.3d 619. 626 (2d Cir. 2003). Contributions of major significance connote that the Petitioner’s

work has significantly impacted the field. See 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)XV): see also Visinscaia v.
Beers, 4 F. Supp. 3d 126. 134 (D.D.C. 2013). To establish her eligibility under this criterion, the
Petitioner submits letters from colleagues and compares her citation record to others in her field
whom she claims have been classified as individuals of extraordinary ability.

In a letter, Professor of Ophthalmology and Visual Science at

asserts that the Petitioner has “worked on projects such as biophysical studies of ncuronal ion
channels (the basis of signaling in neurons) and characterization of glycine receptors in the mouse
retina (a key mechanism for processing of the retina image).” further indicates that the
she “has worked under internationally respected experts in the field of biophysics and retinal
physiology and contributed to important new discoveries.”™ While positive. this letter does not
identify specific contributions attributable to the Petitioner, nor does it describe what impact her
work has had on the field.

A letter from . Director of the

discusses several of the Petitioner’s findings in the field. He indicates that the Petitioner
“established a new molecular memory mechanism inherent to voltage gated sodium channels and
threw light on the roles of glycine receptors in the synaptic inhibitory mechanisms in the mouse
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retina.” Similarly, Professor and Head of the Division of Neurobiology at the

attests to the Petitioner’s work in the field and states that the ~[the
Petitioner's] reputation continues to grow™ and that her “exceptional abilities and outstanding work
continue to impress those who come in contact with her.”™ While indicative of the originality of the
Petitioner’s work, these letters fail to document its impact on the field.

The Petitioner compares her citation levels with those of four colleagues. two of whom she claims
obtained classification in the extraordinary ability category. We note that determinations of
eligibility are made after a comprehensive review of the record and no single factor, such as number
of citations, 13 dispositive. Thus, the Petitioner’'s anccdotal comparison to other petitioners is
inapposite. Publication of scholarly articles is but one of the factors considered in determining
whether one has demonstrated original contributions of major significance in the field. Without
corroborating evidence to provide context, the number of citations alone does not indicate the
originality or significance of an individual’s contributions. Here. while we acknowledge that the
Petitioner has made original discoveries, the record does not demonstrate what impact her work has
had on the field. Therefore. the evidence in the record does not establish that she meets this
criterion.

Evidence of the alien’s authorship of scholarly articles in the field. in professional or major
trade publications or other major media. 8 C.F.R. § 204 5(h)3)(vi).

The Petitioner submits evidence of her authorship of scholarly articles in journals such as the
and others in the field, including a
report stating significant levels of citations to her work. Accordingly, we find that the
Petitioner meets this criterion,

Evidence of the display of the alien’s work in the field ar artistic exhibitions or showcases.
8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3 }vii).

The Petitioner contends that her illustrated research figures, which were placed on the front page of
the in 2009, satisty this requirement. She provides evidence of this journal's
prestige in the ficld. However, the record does not demonstrate that the academic journal's cover
represents an artistic showcase or exhibition. Furthermore, the evidence does not reflect that these
1llustrations discussed by the Petitioner amount 10 an artistic display of her work in the field. The
Petitioner therefore has not established that she meets this criterion.

HI. CONCLUSION

The Petitioner is not eligible because she has not submitted the required initial evidence of either a
qualifying one-time achievement or documents that meet at least three of the ten criteria listed at
8§ C.F.R. § 204.5(h)}3)(i)-(x). Thus, we do not need to fully address the totality of the materials in a
final merits determination. Kazarian, 596 F.3d at 119-20. Nevertheless, we advise that we have
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reviewed the record in the aggregate. concluding that it does not support a finding that the Petitioner
has the level ot expertise required for the classitication sought.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed.
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